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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff/Appellee, 
v. : 
MARK MATTICE, : Case No. 991001-CA 
Priority No. 2 
Defendant/Appellant. : 
JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 
This is an appeal from a judgment of conviction for two 
counts of Attempted Forgery, a class A misdemeanor, in violation 
of Utah Code Ann. §§ 76-4-101 (Attempt) & 76-6-501 (Forgery), in 
the Third Judicial District Court, State of Utah, the Honorable 
Timothy R. Hanson, Judge, presiding. Jurisdiction is conferred 
on this court pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 78-2a-3(2) (e) (1996). 
See Addendum A (Judgment, Sentence and Conviction). 
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE AND THE STANDARD OF REVIEW 
ISSUE: Did the trial court err in refusing to quash the 
bindover on the forgery charges and the theft by deception charge 
without sufficient evidence of knowledge or intent? 
Standard of Review: The decision of whether to bind a 
defendant over for trial presents a question of law reviewed de 
novo without deference. See State v. Clark, 2001 UT 9, 1 8; 414 
Utah Adv. Rep. 10. 
PRESERVATION OF THE ARGUMENT 
Appellant Mark Mattice's ("Mattice") motion to quash the 
bindover is preserved on the record for appeal ("R.") at 157. 
His preliminary hearing is preserved at R.156. 
STATUTE 
The following statute is determinative of the issue on 
appeal: 
Forgery, Utah Code Ann. § 76-6-501 (1999): 
(1) A person is guilty of forgery if, with purpose to 
defraud anyone, or with knowledge that he is 
facilitating a fraud to be perpetrated by anyone, he: 
(a) alters any writing of another without his authority 
or utters any such altered writing; or 
(b) makes, completes, executes, authenticates, issues, 
transfers, publishes, or utters any writing so that the 
writing or the making, completion, execution, 
authentication, issuance, transference, publication or 
utterance purports to be the act of another, whether 
the person is existent or nonexistent, or purports to 
have been executed at a time or place or in a numbered 
sequence other than was in fact the case, or to be a 
copy of an original when no such original existed. 
(2) As used in this section, "writing" includes 
printing, electronic storage or transmission, or any 
other method of recording valuable information 
including forms such as: 
(a) checks, tokens, stamps, seals, credit cards, 
badges, trademarks, money, and any other symbols of 
value, right, privilege, or identification; 
(b) a security, revenue stamp, or any other instrument 
or writing issued by a government or any agency; or 
(c) a check, an issue of stocks, bonds, or any other 
instrument or writing representing an interest in or 
claim against property, or a pecuniary interest in or 
claim against any person or enterprise. 
(3) Forgery is a felony of the third degree. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case, Course of the Proceedings, 
and Disposition in the Court Below. 
Mattice was charged by information with four counts of 
forgery, Utah Code Ann. § 76-6-501. R.9-11. An arrest warrant 
was issued. R.6-7. After a preliminary hearing, the magistrate 
bound Mattice over on all four counts. R.40-41,156. Mattice 
moved to quash the bindover on all four counts. R.108-13,157. 
Ruling from the bench, the trial court denied the motion as to 
Count IV and reserved its ruling as to the other three counts. 
R.114,157 [13] . The court denied the motion as to the remaining 
three counts in a subsequent memorandum decision, relying on 
State v. Williams, 712 P.2d 220 (Utah 1985). R.108-113,114. 
Mattice entered a conditional plea of no contest to two 
counts of attempted forgery, Utah Code Ann. §§ 76-4-101 (attempt) 
& 76-6-501 (forgery), pursuant to Utah R. Crim. P. 11 (i) (2000) 
and State v. Serv, 758 P.2d 935 (Utah App. 1988). R.126-27 
(minute entry); 129-37 (conditional guilty plea of no contest to 
two counts of attempted forgery). Mattice timely appeals from 
his two convictions for attempted forgery. 
STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 
On September 2, 1998, Mark Mattice went to Check City to 
cash a check. R.156[10]. The check was made out to Mattice, 
bore the signature of "Daniel Dressen," was numbered 7211, and 
was drawn on the account of Daniel and Pat Dressen in the amount 
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of $2500. Mattice endorsed the back of the check in the presence 
of Check City employee Jennifer Horning ("Horning"). Mattice 
told Horning that he received the check for financial consulting. 
R.156[15] . 
Horning called the Dressen residence to verify funds and 
spoke to Pat Dressen. Id. Pat Dressen told Horning that the 
check was stolen when her purse was stolen. Id. She also told 
Horning that she did not know Mattice, that she did not issue a 
check to him, and that she did not write out the check. Id. 
Horning put Pat Dressen on hold, and went back to the front 
of the store to ask Mattice where he got the check. Id. Mattice 
stated that someone loaned him the money to buy a car. 
R.156[16]. In order to stall Mattice, Horning asked him to fill 
out a form. Id. Meanwhile, she went back to the phone and asked 
Pat Dressen if she would be willing to press charges. Id. Pat 
Dressen indicated that she would. Id. 
Horning called the police. Id. While she waited for them 
to arrive, she made small talk with Mattice. Id. Horning said 
Mattice was friendly. Id. Five to ten minutes later, an officer 
arrived while Mattice was still on the premises. Id. 
Horning testified that Mattice was a regular customer at 
Check City. R.156[20]. He normally cashed payroll checks. 
R.156[21]. Mattice had a "good customer status" with Check City 
because none of his past checks were dishonored. Id. 
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Accordingly, Horning did not always call to verify funds when 
Mattice presented a check for cashing. R.156[22]. 
Mattice had presented three other checks for cashing in 
June, 1998. R.156[17-18]. All three checks were made out to 
Mattice and were drawn on the account of Robert F. and Betty J. 
Johnson. Id. Horning personally accepted two of the checks, 
numbers 268 (made out for $269) and 269 (made out for $398). 
R.156[18-19]. Mattice endorsed each of the checks in Horningfs 
presence. Id. The third check, number 267 (made out for $225), 
was also cashed by Mattice at Check City and endorsed by him. 
R.156[17]. Horning did not know under what circumstances Mattice 
came into possession of the checks. R.156[24]. 
Two of the checks, 267 and 268, were returned by the bank 
for insufficient funds. R.156[22]. A stop-payment was placed on 
269. R.156 [22-23] . Horning called on all three checks and 
learned that they were not issued to Mattice. R.156[12], The 
State did not present any evidence establishing that these checks 
were stolen. Horning was aware of these dishonored checks at the 
time that Mattice presented check number 7211. R.156[14]. She 
agreed to cash check 7211 for Mattice in the hopes of covering 
the amount of money involved in the three other dishonored 
checks. R.156[15]. 
William Daniel Dressen ("Dressen") testified that the 
signature on check 7211 was not his. R.156[3-4]. He stated that 
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he did not authorize the check to be made out to Mattice, nor did 
he know Mattice. R.156[4]. Dressen also stated that he did not 
lend the money to Mattice. R.156[5]. 
Dressen further testified that an entire book of checks was 
stolen when his wife's purse was taken from their car. R.156[6]. 
Check 7211 was included in the book of stolen checks. Id. 
Dressen explained that several checks were presented to the bank 
for "less cash." Id. Some were written out to other businesses. 
Id. In short, many of the stolen checks were forged. Id. 
Dressen had copies of all the forged checks, but they were not 
presented at Mattice1s preliminary hearing. Id. 
The Dressens called the police regarding the stolen, forged 
checks. R.156[7]. Although there were ongoing investigations 
regarding the checks, court proceedings were under way only as to 
7211. R.156[8]. 
Detective Jennifer Smartt ("Smartt") of the South Salt Lake 
City Police Department investigated check 7211. R.156[29]. 
Smartt testified that Mattice had claimed that the account holder 
had a lending business. Id. Smartt called the Dressens, who 
denied having a lending business. Id. They also stated that the 
did not authorize Mattice to cash the check. Id. Smartt!s 
investigation was limited to check 7211. R.156[30]. She did not 
interview anyone else but the Dressens, nor did she have any 
involvement with the other three checks cashed by Mattice at 
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Check City that were dishonored. Id. 
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
The trial court erred in denying Matticefs motion to quash 
the bindover on the forgery charges where the State failed to 
present sufficient evidence that Mattice acted with culpable 
knowledge or intent in cashing checks that were later discovered 
to be stolen and/or forged. 
ARGUMENT 
ISSUE: THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN DENYING MATTICE'S 
MOTION TO QUASH THE BINDOVER ON FOUR COUNTS OF FORGERY 
WHERE THERE WAS INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE OF CULPABLE 
INTENT OR KNOWLEDGE. 
To bind a defendant over for trial, the State must establish 
probable cause that a crime has been committed and that the 
defendant committed it. See State v. Clark, 2001 UT 9, 5 10; 414 
Utah Adv. Rep. 10 (citing State v. Pledger, 896 P.2d 1226, 1229 
(Utah 1995); Utah R. Crim. P. 7(h)(2) (1999)). "In making a 
determination as to probable cause, the magistrate should view 
the evidence in a light most favorable to the prosecution and 
resolve all inferences in favor of the prosecution." Pledger, 
896 P.2d at 1229. "Yet, f[t]he magistrate's role in this 
process, while limited, is not that of a rubber stamp for the 
prosecution. . . . Even with this limited role, the magistrate 
must attempt to ensure that all 'groundless and improvident 
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prosecutions1 are ferreted out no later than the preliminary 
hearing.!" Clark, 2001 UT at f 10 (quoting State v. Hester, 2000 
UT App 159, 3 7, 3 P.3d 725 (quoting State v. Anderson, 612 P.2d 
778, 783-84 (Utah 1980)) . 
The Utah Supreme Court in Clark defined the quantum of 
evidence necessary to satisfy the probable cause standard. See 
2001 UT App at M 11-16 (citations omitted). "[T]he prosecution 
must present sufficient evidence to support a reasonable belief 
that an offense has been committed and that the defendant 
committed it." Id. at 1 16 (citation omitted) (emphasis added). 
Comparing this standard to that applied to motions for a directed 
verdict, the Court also stated that "the prosecution must still 
produce !!believable evidence of all the elements of the crime 
charged.ff" Id. at 3 15 (quotations omitted). "This 'reasonable 
belief1 standard has the advantage of being more easily 
understood while still allowing magistrates to fulfill the 
primary purpose of the preliminary hearing, 'ferreting out . . . 
groundless and improvident prosecutions.1" Id. at 1 16 (quoting 
Anderson, 612 P.2d at 783-84). 
In light of the foregoing, the trial court erred in refusing 
to quash the bindover. See id. Even when viewed in a light most 
favorable to the prosecution, the evidence does not support a 
"reasonable belief" that Mattice knowingly or intentionally 
cashed a stolen and fraudulent check in violation of Utah's 
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forgery statute, Utah Code Ann. § 76-6-501 (1999). That statute 
provides: 
Forgery —"Writing" defined: 
(1) A person is guilty of forgery if, with purpose to 
defraud anyone, or with knowledge that he is 
facilitating a fraud to be perpetrated by anyone, he: 
(a) alters any writing of another without his 
authority or utters any such altered writing. . . . 
(2) As used in this section, "writing" includes 
printing, electronic storage or transmission, or any 
other method of recording valuable information 
including forms such as: 
(a) checks, tokens, stamps, seals, credit cards, 
badges, trademarks, money, and any other symbols of 
value, right, privilege, or identification; . . . 
(c) a check, an issue of stocks, bonds, or any 
other instrument or writing representing an interest in 
or claim against property, or a pecuniary interest in 
or claim against any person or enterprise. 
(3) Forgery is a felony of the third degree. 
The magistrate erroneously bound Mattice over on four counts 
of forgery, R.114, based on the following insufficient evidence 
presented at the preliminary hearing: 
Counts I, II, & III 
Mattice presented three checks, numbers 267, 268, and 269, 
for cashing at Check City in June, 1998. R.156[17-18]. Each 
check was made out to Mattice and drawn on the account of Robert 
F. and Betty J. Johnson. Id. Horning, a Check City employee, 
cashed checks 268 (made out for $269) and 269 (made out for 
$398). R.156[18-19]. Mattice endorsed checks 268 and 269 in 
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Horningfs presence. Id. Mattice also endorsed and cashed the 
third check, 267 (made out for $225), at Check City. R.156[17]. 
Horning did not know under what circumstances Mattice came into 
possession of the checks. R.156[24]. 
Checks 267 and 268 were returned to Check City by the bank 
for insufficient funds. R.156[22]. A stop-payment was placed on 
269. R.156[22-23] . Horning called on all three checks and 
learned that they were not issued to Mattice. R.156[12]. The 
State did not present any evidence at the preliminary hearing 
establishing that these three checks were stolen. See generally 
R.156. 
Count IV 
On September 2, 1998, Mark Mattice went to Check City to 
cash a check. R.156[10]. The check was made out to Mattice, 
bore the signature of "Daniel Dressen," was numbered 7211, and 
was drawn on the account of Daniel and Pat Dressen in the amount 
of $2500. Mattice endorsed the back of the check in the presence 
of Check City employee Horning. R.156[18-19]. Mattice told 
Horning that he received the check for financial consulting. 
R.156[15]. Horning was aware of dishonored check numbers 267, 
268, and 269, at the time that he presented check 7211. 
R.156[14]. She agreed to cash check 7211 in the hope of covering 
the three other dishonored checks. R.156[15]. 
Horning called the Dressen residence to verify funds and 
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spoke to Pat Dressen. Id. Pat Dressen told Horning that the 
check was stolen when her purse was stolen. Id. She also told 
Horning that she did not know Mattice, that she did not issue a 
check to him, and that she did not write out the check. Id. 
Horning put Pat Dressen on hold, and went back to the front 
of the store to ask Mattice where he got the check. Id. This 
time Mattice stated that someone loaned him the money to buy a 
car. R.156[16]. In order to stall Mattice, Horning asked him to 
fill out a form. Id. Meanwhile, she went back to the phone and 
asked Pat Dressen if she would be willing to press charges. Id. 
Pat Dressen indicated that she would. Id. 
Horning called the police. Id. While she waited for them 
to arrive, she made small talk with Mattice. Id. Five to ten 
minutes later, an officer arrived while Mattice was still on the 
premises. Id. 
William Daniel Dressen testified at the preliminary hearing 
that the signature on check 7211 was not his. R.156[3-4]. He 
stated that he did not authorize the check to be made out to 
Mattice, nor did he know Mattice. R.156[4]. Dressen also stated 
that he did not lend the money to Mattice. R.156[5]. 
Dressen further testified that an entire book of checks was 
stolen when his wife's purse was taken from their car. R.156[6]. 
Check 7211 was included in the book of stolen checks. Id. 
Dressen explained that several checks were presented to the bank 
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for "less cash." Id. Some were written out to other businesses. 
Id. In short, many of the stolen checks were forged. Id. 
Dressen had copies of all the forged checks, but they were not 
presented at Mattice!s preliminary hearing. Id. 
The Dressens called the police regarding the stolen, forged 
checks. R.156[7]. Although there were ongoing investigations 
regarding the checks, court proceedings were under way only as to 
7211. R.156[8]. 
Detective Jennifer Smartt ("Smartt") of the South Salt Lake 
City Police Department investigated check 7211. R.156[29]. 
Smartt testified that Mattice had claimed that the account holder 
had a lending business. Id. Smartt called the Dressens, who 
denied having a lending business. Id. They also stated that the 
did not authorize Mattice to cash the check. Id. Smarttfs 
investigation was limited to check 7211. R.156[30]. She did not 
interview anyone else but the Dressens, nor did she have any 
involvement with the other three checks cashed by Mattice at 
Check City that were dishonored. Id. 
The foregoing evidence, even when viewed in a light most 
favorable to the prosecution, does not establish probable cause 
because it does not support a "reasonable belief" that Mattice 
acted with culpable knowledge or intent when he cashed the 
checks. Clark, 2001 UT at SI 16; see also Utah Code Ann. § 76-6-
501(1). "Knowledge or intent is a state of mind generally to be 
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inferred from the personfs conduct viewed in light of all the 
accompanying circumstances." State v. Kihlstrom, 1999 UT App 28 9 
I 10, 988 P.2d 949 (citations omitted). 
Because of the difficulty of proving knowledge and 
intent in a prosecution for forgery, the quantum of 
evidence the State must produce before an inference of 
knowledge will arise should not be unrealistically 
burdensome. But there should be some facts or 
circumstances from which an inference can logically be 
drawn before the defendant can be required to mount a 
defense and prove his lack of knowledge or intent. 
Id.; see also State v. Castonquav, 663 P.2d 1323, 1326 (Utah 
1983) ("fThe law can presume the intention so far as realized in 
the act, but not an intention beyond what was so realized.f") 
(quotation omitted). 
As to counts I, II and III, the State entirely failed to 
present evidence that the checks were stolen. See generally 
R.156 (Preliminary Hearing). The only evidence that the State 
presented was that two of the checks were dishonored by the bank 
for insufficient funds, and the other check had a stop-payment on 
it. R.156[22-23]. Moreover, Check City employee Horning did not 
assert that the checks were stolen. R.156[10-27]. In fact, she 
did not know the circumstances surrounding the checks. 
R.156[24]. She only knew, after calling about the checks once 
they were returned, that they were not issued to Mattice. 
R.156[12]. Consequently, the evidence establishes only that the 
checks were dishonored. See generally R.156 (Preliminary 
Hearing). 
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The fact that Mattice cashed checks that were later returned 
does not support a "reasonable belief," Clark, 2001 UT at 1 16, 
that he acted with a "purpose to defraud, or with knowledge that 
he [was] facilitating a fraud." Utah Code Ann. § 76-6-501(1). 
Many people cash checks in the course of innocent transactions 
that are later dishonored. Moreover, checks are dishonored for a 
myriad of reasons, including a closed account or the account 
holder!s failure to deposit funds to cover the checks. To 
presume guilt from such an everyday occurrence would stretch the 
bounds of a proper inference of guilt and impermissibly 
criminalize innocent conduct. Compare State v. Williams, 712 
P.2d 220, 221 (Utah 1985) (affirming forgery conviction where 
evidence showed that check cashed, and later dishonored by bank, 
was reported stolen by account holder); see also Castonquav, 663 
P.2d at 1326 ("fThe law can presume the intention so far as 
realized in the act, but not an intention beyond what was so 
realized.1") (quotation omitted). 
As to all the counts, nothing in the evidence suggests that 
Mattice behaved suspiciously when he cashed the checks. Contrary 
to one who is in the habit of cashing fraudulent checks, Mattice 
had a history of legally cashing checks at Check City and had a 
"good customer status" there. R.156[21]. When he cashed the 
checks at issue here, he did not select a location where he was 
unknown in order to downplay his activity and preserve his 
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anonymity as a forger might do. R.156[21-22]. He willingly 
endorsed the back of the checks, which were made out to him, in 
front of Horning. R.156[17-18]. 
Moreover, Mattice explained his possession of check 7211 to 
Horning. He told her that he received the money for financial 
consulting and that the money was a loan to buy a car, 
establishing that he received the loan in exchange for financial 
advice. R.156[15-16]. He similarly told Detective Smartt that 
the account holder had a lending business. R.156[29]. Although 
the true account holder denied these statements, nothing in the 
evidence suggests that Mattice did not accept these claims as 
true, in good faith, from the person that actually stole the 
checks from the Dressens. R.156[6]. 
In addition, Mattice was not evasive when there was a delay 
in cashing check number 7211. He remained at Check City and 
talked to Horning throughout the period of delay rather than 
abandoning the check and leaving. R.156[16]. This period of 
delay lasted for as long as it took Horning to call Dressen to 
verify funds, to go back to the phone to ask Dressen if she 
wanted to press charges and then to call the police, plus the 
five or ten minutes it took for the police to arrive. Id. If 
Mattice had a guilty conscience, he would have left Check City at 
some point within this long delay suspecting that Horning was on 
to him. Compare Clark, 2001 UT at 1 20 (sufficient evidence of 
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intent for forgery where defendant abandoned check after delay in 
cashing it; if defendant was true holder in due course, he would 
have "taken the check . . . to ftake that up with the account 
holder!"). 
As a final matter concerning check number 7211, the evidence 
does not support an inference of intent or knowledge because 
check 7211 was just one of a number of checks that were stolen 
from the Dressens, but that were never linked to Mattice. 
R.156[6]. Check 7211 was one of a pack of twenty-five that were 
stolen from the Dressen's car. Id. No one was prosecuted for 
the theft, and Mattice was not linked with the theft in any way. 
R.156 [7-8]. A number of the checks were presented to the bank 
for "less cash" and others were written out to businesses. 
R.156[6]. No one was prosecuted with regard to these other 
checks. R.156[7]. Given that someone else stole the checks and 
fraudulently passed them for cash or to other businesses, and 
likely Mattice, Matticefs culpable knowledge or intent cannot be 
inferred under the circumstances. 
In sum, the State did not present sufficient evidence to 
support a "reasonable belief," Clark, 2001 UT at 5 16, that 
Mattice acted "with purpose to defraud anyone, or with knowledge 
that he [was] facilitating a fraud to be perpetrated by anyone." 
Utah Code Ann. § 76-6-501(1). Accordingly, the trial court erred 
in denying Matticefs motion to quash the bindover. See Clark, 
16 
2001 UT at f 16. 
CONCLUSION 
In light of the foregoing, Mattice respectfully requests 
this Court to reverse the trial court's denial of his motion to 
quash the bindover on two counts of attempted forgery. 
SUBMITTED this I3i*- day of April, 2001. 
** ?- ( i 
CATHERINE E. LILLY 
Attorney for Defendant/Appellant 
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April, 2001. 
CATHERINE E. LILLY Q 
DELIVERED to the Utah Court of Appeals and the Utah Attorney 
General's Office this day of April, 2001. 
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ADDENDUM A 
IMAGED 
THIRD DISTRICT COURT - SLC COURT 
SALT L£KE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MARK R MATTICE, 
Defendant, 
MINUTES 
SENTENCE, JUDGMENT, COMMITMENT 
Case No: 981917762 FS 
Judge: TIMOTHY R HANSON 
Date: October 22, 1999 
PRESENT 
Clerk: evelynt 
Prosecutor: KENNETH UPDEGROVE 
Defendant 
Defendant's Attorney(s): RONALD S FUJINO 
ENTERED IN REGISTRY 
OF JUDGMENTS 
DATE /0-2.*>~99 
DEFENDANT INFORMATION 
Date of birth: April 14, 1959 
Video 
Tape Number: 10/22/99 Tape Count: 10:23 
CHARGES 
1. ATTEMPTED FORGERY - Class A Misdemeanor 
Plea: No Contest - Disposition: 08/20/1999 No Contest 
2. ATTEMPTED FORGERY - Class A Misdemeanor 
Plea: No Contest - Disposition: 08/20/1999 No Contest 
SENTENCE JAIL 
Based on the defendant's conviction of ATTEMPTED FORGERY a Class A 
Misdemeanor, the defendant is sentenced to a term of 1 year(s) The 
total time suspended for this charge is 1 year(s). 
Based on the defendant's conviction of ATTEMPTED FORGERY a Class A 
Misdemeanor, the defendant is sentenced to a term of 1 year(s) The 
total time suspended for this charge is 1 year(s). 
Case No: 981917762 
Date: Oct 22, 1999 
SENTENCE JAIL CONCURRENT/CONSECUTIVE NOTE 
Count 1 & 2 are to run consecutively, and not concurrently 
SENTENCE FINE 
Charge # 1 Fine: $2500.00 
Suspended: $2500.00 
Due: $0.00 
Charge # 2 Fine: $2500.00 
Suspended: $2500.00 
Due: $0.00 
Total Fine: $5000.00 
Total Suspended: $5000.00 
Total Surcharge: $0 
Total Principal Due: $0 
Plus Interest 
SENTENCE TRUST 
The defendant is to pay the following: 
Attorney Fees: Amount: $250.00 Plus Interest 
Pay in behalf of: SALT LAKE COUNTY 
ORDER OF PROBATION 
The' defendant is placed on probation for 12 month(s). 
Probation is to be supervised by Adult Probation & Parole. 
PROBATION CONDITIONS 
Usual and ordinary conditions required by the Department of Adult 
Probation & Parole. 
Submit to searches of person and property upon the request of any 
Law Enforcement Officer. 
Do not use, consume or possess alcohol or illegal drugs, nor 
associate with any people using, possessing or consuming alcohol or 
illegal drugs. 
Submit to tests of breath and urine upon the request of any Law 
Enforcement Officer. 
Case No: 981917762 
Date: Oct 22, 1999 
Violate no laws. 
Enter, participate in, and complete any program, counseling, or 
treatment as directed by the Department of Adult Probation and 
Parole. 
Perform community service hours. 
Submit to drug testing. 
Not frequent any place where drugs are used, sold, or otherwise 
distributed illegally. 
Refrain from the use of alcoholic beverages. 
pay restitution to Chedk City, in amount of $887.87, at a minimum 
rate of $100 per month. 
Comply with substance abuse evaluation, at^Cornerstone counseling, 
and/or as directed by APP, and enter and successfully complete any 
program as may be directed by app. 
Maintain fulltime employment, and residency. 
Complete 50 hours community service, uimer the direction of APP. 
Dated this ^ A day of (&* j — 
[MOTHY R HkNSON 
'District Court* Judge
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